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Hi David,

Please see attached. You’ve done a great job!

Thanks,
Diana
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delete the email immediately.
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Presidential order after the alar crisis around 1989. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=7mwrWgqF4Ac  It discusses FDA doing testing two jars and one candy sampled for an alar residue was done to support risk estimates.  There was were not very many residue data to prove that the risk from consuming apples was below our level of concern.  http://www.nrdc.org/health/alar/ Any pesticide and any crop could be vulnerable to a media blitz alleging high exposure without data to support such claims.  It takes five years to cancel a chemical unless you want to declare eminent risk which is very difficult.  Benomyl was suggested as another potential problem due to the lack of residue data on bananas to state otherwise.  

By 1990, an early pilot stage began with developing of PDP monitoring fruits and vegetables.  

In 1991, the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) was charged with designing and implementing a program to collect data on pesticide residues in food. Responsibility for this program was given to the USDA Agricultural Marketing Service (AMS), which began operating the Pesticide Data Program (PDP) in May 1991. 

March 11, 1992, “FOOD SAFETY, USDA’s Data Program Not Supporting Critical Pesticide Decisions” was released by GAO, http://www.gao.gov/assets/110/104353.pdf , which highlighted the following issues:  (a) although USDA has made progress in collecting useful pesticide usage data, it lacks adequate residue collection procedures and reliable data on the quantity and types of pesticides applied on food crops; (b) USDA lacks an agencywide information resources management strategy critical to successfully collecting, processing, and disseminateing pesticide data across the federal government; (c) the USDA pesticide usage surveys are proceeding on schedule, and EPA and FDA are generally satisfied with the published data; and (d) problems that pose a significant risk to Pesticide Data Program success include a lack of specific written USDA agreements with EPA and FDA on program direction, a lack of a statistically defensible sampling plan capable of producing data equality based on the program's intended objectives, and USDA failure to determine adequate computer resources to process and disseminate the pesticide data.

These recommendations prompted an increase of data capture including the improvement of LOD reporting so that non-detectable residues were given as much importance as detectable residues.  

A GAO report in 1994, “FOOD SAFETY, Changes Needed to Minimize Unsafe Chemicals in Food,” http://www.gao.gov/products/RCED-94-192  that examined the underlying causes of deficiencies in the federal government's programs to ensure that food does not include harmful chemical residues.

Specifically, this report addressed four issues pertaining to the federal government's efforts to monitor chemicals in food: (1) the methodologies and data used to identify chemical risks, (2) the legal and regulatory structure, (3) the federal enforcement processes, and (4) the safety of imported foods.

Importance on the methodologies and instrumentation was given my by PDP HQ through cooperative agreements to improve or update state analytical capacity through new instrumentation.  

Many of these instruments were recently evolving from the late 1980’s development of electrospray ionization mass spectrometry (MS). GC/MS screening was widely employed by PDP beginnining at the program’s inception in 1991, replacing traditional detectors. After approximately 2000, LC/MS began to replace LC systems that used traditional detection systems. PDP’s move to GC/MS/MS and LC/MS/MS screening has  providing the GC replacement with the LC-MS analytical tool.  This provided significant improvement in time, sensitivity, range of chemicals, and overall success of residue analytical chemistry for monitoring programs. The John Fenn of VCU was one of the recipients of a Nobel for his work in the development of this important tool in 2002.  

In 1993, the National Academy Press published National? Research Council’s Pesticides in the Diets of Infants and Children where specifics of what an ideal food residue database should be (from pg. 260) –  

• A computerized data base for pesticide residue data collected by laboratories in the United States should be established.

If standardized reporting procedures were developed and adopted, pesticide residue data could be accumulated in a national data bank in a form accessible for future use.

• In future applications of residue data, consideration should be given to the development of a standardized reporting format for use by all laboratories involved in residue analyses. Since pesticide residue data are collected by a variety of laboratories using different methods for sampling and analyses, it would be desirable to maintain records of sample collection, analytical methods used, the basis of detection, and the precision and accuracy of the results obtained.

Reports of pesticide residue testing should indicate

– food commodity analyzed (and whether it is processed or unprocessed),

– Ranalytical method used,

– compounds tested including metabolites),

– quality assurance-quality control (QA-QC) notation, and

– limit of quantification (LOQ).

These reports should follow a standard format, should be timely and consistent, and should include not only the LOQ but also all negative and positive findings. The methods of reporting must also be consistent (e.g., using similar computer software).

• Food residue monitoring programs should target a special market basket survey designed around the diet of infants and children. The methods to be used in this survey should be validated using fortified samples circulated among the participating laboratories.

• Residue analysis methods need to be standardized in a timely manner through an independent review and validation process conducted by a government or professional organization.

• FDA, working with USDA, EPA, and state and other federal agencies, needs to create:

– a clearly explained sampling strategy that could be used to ascertain the representativeness of the results of food residue analyses;

– guidelines for those generating, processing, and using residue data to ensure that an explanation of LOQs and nondetectables are provided with all reports and are uniformly used in data analyses (e.g., in averaging);

– a residue data management system that will improve the quality, accessibility, and comparability of food residue data, including those generated by the commercial sector; and

– a repository of information on the fate of compounds during food processing and preparation.

• Laboratories performing pesticide residue analysis for regulatory purposes should participate in QA-QC programs, including regular quality control checks by an independent, external organization.



The data produced by PDP since 1994 are reported in an annual summary as well as provided in electronic spreadsheets for ease of use with computers.

PDP data are used by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the Food and Drug Administration, the USDA Economic Research Service and Foreign Agricultural Service, as well as groups within the private sector.   The Government and agricultural community also use PDP data to examine pesticide practices and U.S. trade. PDP data have been helpful in identifying crops where alternative pest management practices are needed. PDP data are also useful in promoting export of U.S. commodities in a competitive global market and addressing food safety issues. 

EPA data needs have increased following the passage of the 1996 Food Quality Protection Act (FQPA) and with EPA's use of sophisticated assessment models that require the scope and reliability of the extensive PDP database. Using PDP data, EPA has been able to prepare assessments that more accurately evaluate exposure to pesticide residues in the American diet by working closely with PDP leadership to provide recommendations on commodities of higher consumption especially by infants and children.  Too, EPA works closely by providing priorities of chemicals with higher use rates, higher toxicity, and expected interests in upcoming risk assessments.  All this collaboration between EPA and PDP has led to more realistic and defensible risk recommendation to the public, registrants, and growers.  

In estimating the potential risks of pesticide residues in food, EPA uses a step-wise tiered approach. As a first step, EPA may use a "conservative" worst-case scenario and assume that a pesticide is applied to the fullest extent permitted by the pesticide label - on every acre of each approved crop and at the maximum rate and frequency allowed. EPA may also assume that residues on treated crops are present at the maximum allowed level. Exposure estimates based on such assumptions are likely to exceed actual exposure significantly. When an initial assessment indicates potential risk of concern, EPA refines its assessment using realistic exposure data. Refinements may include using data on the percent of a crop treated with a pesticide; studies of the effects of washing, cooking, processing, and storage; and residue monitoring data. This is when PDP data can be pivotal. PDP sampling procedures were designed to capture actual residues in the food supply as close as possible to the time of consumption.

Since PDP is a Federal-State partnership, their Program operations are carried out with state support, 10 States: California, Colorado, Florida, Maryland, Michigan, North Carolina, New York, Ohio, Texas, and Washington.  There are also Federal laboratories providing testing services, including the AMS National Science Laboratory, the Grain Inspection, Packers and Stockyard Administration (GIPSA) Technical Services Division Laboratory, and the EPA Analytical Chemistry Laboratory. GIPSA provides sample collection services for raw grains. The USDA Food Safety and Inspection Service (FSIS) provided sample collection services for beef, pork, and poultry. The United States Geological Survey (USGS) worked with PDP in developing the water program and collected samples early in 2001. Since then, participating water utilities, homeowners, schools, and daycare facilities have provided drinking water samples. The AMS Monitoring Programs Office is responsible for administrative, sampling, technical, and database activities for PDP.

More recently, there was an autonomous technical advisory team made up of state lab technicians chemists (or scientists) guided by HQ PDP aided in communicating and remedying issues among the different state labs.  This committee still exists today and has helped overcome many obstacles within state labs that had already been resolved by another state lab.  This has increased efficiency, the number of chemicals screened, increased sensitivity, and with the support of HQ via cooperative agreements to improve/update analytical technology and methods.  	Comment by Haynes, Diana - AMS: Technical group also helps to standardize methods/procedures/QA/QC/etc. across the program.

PDP continues to use improved, state of the art data recording instruments such as PDAs laptops and tablets that could be used during the sampling in order to record as much information as possible – including the number of units in a sample (apples in a bag or potatoes in a sample), the weight of units, and the variety and LIMS which aids inputting analytical result data in an organized consistent manner.  

PDP has done a plethora of special projects including high fructose corn syrup, honey, infant formula, baby foods, bottled/well/treated/untreated waters, and fish (both catfish and salmon.)  The residue data have stood up to intense scrutiny including comparing detects to economic data for percent of crop treated.  

All of these different improvements have allowed leaders in the field to refer to PDP data as the “gold standard” by that other monitoring groups strive to attain.  PDP continues to improve their methods, increase the number of commodities, accommodate emerging issues, and turn data around in a timely fashion with a flat budget over the last fifteen years.  

PDP is a success story leveraging state resources and expertise to address a national question of how much residue of a pesticide is really on a highly consumed commodity?






